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Claims 1-86 are pending In 
claimd 51-66 have been added 
matter. Support for new dalms 51 
speciticatson at paragraphs 37-56 



trts application. Claims 1-50 stand rejected. New 
herein and none of these new dalms contain new 
66 can be found, at least, In Applicants' 
iind in FIGS. 6. 7A-7D. and 8A-8D. 



Applicants thank the Exanrun^ 
undersigned on July 14, 2006, In 
discussed, During the conference, 
likely In condition fbr allowance In 
disclosed at least the two ''detemiitie' 
unit recited In Applicants' claim 1 
request reconsideration of this app 



Rfl | ftetlon of cla 



^^ShSBS-USP 



for the telephone conference held with the 
Which claim 1 and the Hu and Lee references were 
the Examiner indicated that the application was 
:8 current fonm because neither reference 
»" operations for which the network processing 
configured to perform. Applicants respectfully 
llcation. 



ma IpAO under 35 U.S C. 103<a^ 



The Examiner rejected Claims 1-50 under 35 UiS.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No 6,535,518 to Hu et al. (hereinafter. Hu) in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,894,979 to Loe et al. (hereinafter, Lee) and U.S. Patent No. 
5,828,905 to Rao (hereinafter, Rjto). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection 
for at least tiie reasons discussed below. 



^plicants respectfully 
proposed by the Examiner fails tc 
recited in Applicants' dalms. For 
disdose, teach, or suggest at 
Claim 1: 



submit that the combination of Hu, Lee» and Rao 
disclose, teach, or suggest each of the element 
4xample, the Hu, Lee. and Rao combination fails to 
east the following elements spedfioally recited 



that 



an application 
detenmine 
conversion; and 

serKi at leas^ 
network processing unit in 
the network process 



specific integrated circuit configured to: 

an Incoming packet requires protocol 



a portion of the Incoming packet to a 
response to the determination; and 
ng unit configured to: 
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identify a firet 
packet, the incoming packe 
with a second communicatic 

determine if tha 
second communication protocol 

determine if tie 
second communication prcrtoool 
communication protocol dqes 
protocol; and 

encapsulate 
communication protoooi if 
second communication protbcol 



fIret communication protocol and the 
have a common layer If the first 
not match the eecond communication 

the incoming pacKet in the second 
the first communication protocol and the 
have a common layer. 
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connmunication protocol of the incoming 
destined for a destination port associated 
n protocol; 
first communication protocol matches the 



First Hu falls to disclose, toach, or suggest the elements of Applicants' 
claim 1 recited above. In frie pffire acHon, the Examiner admitted that Hu does not 
expressly show the details of protocol conversion. (4/21/Q6 Office Action, p. 2.) 
Additionally, the Examiner also admitted that Hu falls to show the above operations 
for which the network processing unit is configured to perfonn as recited in 
Applicants' claim 1, Induding "identify a first communication protocol of an incoming 
packet, the incoming paclcet destined for a destination port associated with a second 

ng rf the first communication protocol mattes the 
second communlCTtlon protocol, jetermlne if the first communication protocol and 
the second communication protocol have a common layer if the first communication 
protoooi does not match the secoid communication protocol, and encapsulating the 
incoming packet in the second communication protocol if the first communication 
protocol and the second communication protoooi have a common layer." (4/21/06 
Office Action, pp. 2-3-) In addition, the Examiner also admitted that Hu fails to 
expressly show an application spijcific Integrated circuit (ASIC) to determine that an 
Incoming packet requires protocol conversion and send at least a portion of the 
incoming packet to a network pre cessing unit in response to the determination and 
the network processing unit (472^06 Office Action, p. 3.) 



In addition, Hu fails to 
configured to "determine that an 
"send at least a portion of the 



didclose, teach, or suggest that the recited ASIC Is 
ncomlng packet requires protocol conversion" and 
ncoming packet to a network processing unit In 
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response to the determination/ 
configured to perfomi the recited 
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and that ttie recited network processing unit Is 
pi otocol conversion operations recited In Claim 1. 



Second, Le© falls to disclosa. teach* or suggest each of the elements recited 
in Applicants' daim 1. In particular. Lee does not disclose a device that makes any 
determination about a protocol be ore perfonming a pratocol conversion. As recited 

proceealng unit le configured to, "determine if the 
first communication protocol match es the second communication protocol," and then 
"determine if the first commufnkatlon protocol and the second communication 
protocol have a common layer If flie first communication protocol does not match the 
second communication protocol.' Lee does not disclose either of the "determining" 
operations recited In Applicants' calm 1. Lee performs an automatic conversion (at 



router 12} into a format consistent 



about ttie protocols. Col. 5, lines e -11 

Lee discloses automated tpsting of multiple-protocol network environments. 
(Abstract.) According to Lee: 



FIG. 4 depicts the 
illustrated in FIG. 1. Thes^ 
conversion of data 
protocol 1 Into a format wh 
data can be received by 
router 12. 



(Column 5, lines 6-11.) Lee, 
router and how the components 
not disclose an ASIC configured 
protocol conversion and send at I 
processing unit in response to th€ 
perfbrms the protocol 
Accordingly, Lee, even when conr 
net disclosei teach, or suggest an 
"determine that an incoming 



with protocol 2 without making any determination 



selrver 10, router 12 and hub 14 of the system 
components are illustrated to depict the 
orlgin^ly transmitted by server 10 according to 
ch is consistent with protocol 2 so that the 
lub 14. This conversion is performed by 



hoover, does not disclose the components of the 
>erform the protocol conversion. Thus, Lee does 
to "detemnine that an incoming packet requires 
^ast a portion of the incoming packet to a network 
det^-mination" and a network processing unit that 
conversion operations recited in Applicants' daim 1. 
bined with Hu as pmposed by the Examiner, does 
application specific Integrated circuit configured to 
packjet requires protocol conversion*' and "send at least 
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a portion of the incoming packet 
determination^" and a network 
conversion as recited In Applicants 



to a network processing unit in response to the 
pn>cesslng unit configured to perform the protocol 
clainn 1. 



The Examiner also argues 
a single chip protocol conversiorji 
connections." The Examiner 
person of ordinary skill in the art 
network system/method of Hu for 
between data network and data 
another as taught by Lee and to 
conversion among the various 



disclose, teach, or suggest an AS 
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that Rao teaches "the well known method of using 
feature to reduce the cost and simplify cable 
furthjer contends that It vvouid have been obvious to a 
\t the time the Invention was made to modify the 
bypassing a server to achieve higher throughput 
storage systems to convert data from one protocol to 
Jse an ASIC chip to facilitate a single chip protocol 
as taught by Rao. 



connectors i 



As discussed above, Applicants' claim 1 recites an ASIC configured to 
"datemnlne that an Incoming packet requires protocol converston; and send at least a 
portion of the Incoming packet to a network processing unit in response to the 
determination." The ASIC disdoiied in Rao, however, Is used to perform protocol 
conversions. See. e.g.» Abstract find column 4, lines 42-44. Rao does not, however^ 



packet requires protocol oonvers on and send at least a portion of the Incoming 



packet to a network processing ur 



C that Is configured to "determine that an Incoming 



It In response to the determination. 



Thus, the combination ojF k u, Lee, and Rao fell to disclose, teach, or suggest 
several limitations redted In Applicants* claim 1, In particular, none of the cited 
references disclose, teach, or suggest at least the following: 

an ASIC configured to delermine thai an incoming packet requires protocol 

3 portion of the incoming packet to a network 
determination; and 



conversion; and send at least 
processing unit In response to tiie 



a network processing unit c onflgured to 



identify a first com 
Incoming packet destined for 
communication protocol; 



nunication protocol of the Incoming packet, the 
a destination port assodated with a second 
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determine if the first communication protocol matches the second 



communication protocol; 

determine if the 
communication protocol have a 
does not match the second commijniOTlion 

encapsulate tiie inpoming 
protocol If the first communication 
have a common layer. 



first communication protocol and the second 
cjommon layer If the first communication protocol 
protocol; and 

packet in the second communication 
protocol and the second communication protocol 



Accordingly, Applicants 
withdraw the rejection of daim 1 . 



resAectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and 
and that daim 1 be allovA/ed. 



The dependent dalms 2-13 
independent claim 1 , and further 
distinctions over the references 
have amply demonstrated the 
references of the rejection, and 
provided detailed remarks 
remain ready to provide such 



For at least similar reason|s^ 
and allowance of independent 
depend on these daims. 



ard 



Claims 51 - 66 have been 
new matter- Support for thesis 
spedflcation at paragraph 37 
limitation of three daims can be 
56 and in FIGS. 8A-8D. Further 
these daims can be found In 
FIGS, 7A-7D. 
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are allowable baaed on their dependence on the 
bscause they recite numerous additional patentable 
the rejection. Because Applicants believe they 
allowability of tiie independent daim 1 over the 
avoid burdenir^ the record, Applicants have not 
concenhing these dependent claims. Applicants, however^ 
remarks If It becomes appropriate to do so. 



Applicants respectfully request reconsideration 
Claims 14-17, 26, 30, 44, and 46 and all dalms that 



Mi iW Claims 51-66 



added herein and are not believed to contain any 
daims can be found, at least, in Applicants' 
in FIG. 8. Further support for the TCP-proxy 
tbund In Applicants' specification at paragraphs 48- 
s jpport for the block storage conversion limitation of 
Applicants' specification at paragraphs 38-47 and In 
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from 



Claims 51 & 52 depend 
Claims 55 & 56 depend from 
Claims 59 & 60 depend from 
Claims 63 & 64 depend from claim 



dalm 1. Claims 53 & 54 depend from claim 14. 
cl^im 15. Claims 57 & 5S depend from claim 16. 
clelim 17. Claims 61 & 62 depend from claim 26. 
30. Claims 65 & 66 depend from claim 44, 



Claims 51, 53p 55, 67, 5Q 
further configured to, "determine 
communication protocol have 
protocol and the second 
TCP-proxy function If the Incom 
support for the TCP-proxy 
speclficaticm at paragraphs 46-56 
62, 64, and 66 raclte a network 
the first c»mmunlcafion protocol 
like functionality if the first 
protocol have a common layer; 
packet does not have TCP-like 
conversion limitation of these 
paragraphs 38*47 and in FIGS. 



TCP- 



7^. 



As argued above^ nei^ejr 
"determination" about the 
function or block storage 
have a common layer. Thus dep^odent 
least because they depend from 
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61, 63, and 65 recite a network processing unit 
the first communication protocol and the second 
like functionality If the first oommunication 
communit»tion protocol have a common layer; and perfonm 
ng packet has TCP-like tunctionallty." Further 
limMon of these claims c^n be found in Applicants' 
and In FIGS. 8A-8D. Claims 52, 54, 56. 58. 60, 
ijrooessing unit further configured to, "detemilne If 
the second oommunication protocol have TCP- 
commlmicatlon protocol and the second communication 
perform block storage conversion if the Incoming 
fdnctranality." Further support for the block storage 
claims can be found In Applicants' specification at 
.-7D. 



Hu nor Lee disclose or suggest making a 
protocdls, much less disclose perfdmnlng the TCP-proxy 
conversion based upon the whether or not the protocols 
daims 51-66 are believed to be allovrable at 
aplowable independent claims. 
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fcONCLUStON 



This Amendment is being 
responsive to the Examiner's Office 
made an earnest attempt to place 
above Remarks, Applicants respec^ily 
issued in this case. 



sij^mftted in response to and is believed to be fully 
Action dated April 21, 2006. Applicants have 
lis case In condition forallov^nca Given the 
request that a timely Notice of Allowance be 



Applicants believe no fees 
should any such fees or petitions 
therefore and authorization to 



or 



petitions are due with this filing. However, 
required, pleaae consider this a request 
charge Deposit Account No. 50-3199 as necessary. 



be 



tf the Examiner believes tha 
prosecution of the application, pi 

Dated: July 21, 2006. 



esse 
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a telephone conference could expedite the 
contact the undersigned attomey. 



Respectfully submitted, 




IHeather Larsc 
Registration No. 60,411 

Attorney for Applicant 
USPTO Customer No. 48929 

HENSLEY KIM & EDGINGTON, LLC 
1660 Lincoln Street, Suite 3050 
Denver, Colorado 80264 
Tel: 720-377-0770 
Fax: 720-377-0777 
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